S
{Optional)

AA Employee Performance Appraisal Program - An: Evaluation

TAT 4 . | extensioN | No.
Chief, Policy and Programs Staff/OP | N : MRS oo
S50 1006 Ames T o , DAt 3 June 1981 TAT .
:uc?l:din(gmmr dm;gﬁ_n?.bn' feom number, and DATE OFFICER'S | COMMENTS (b.lumber ec;h c;mment .to show from whom
. R .- RECEIVED | FORWARDED INITIALS to whom. Drow a line across column cfter each comment.)
Vi - \
1006 Ames _ Y / Attached is the culmination of
2 T - ' - a major undertaking to evaluate
: R o the Agency's employee performance
. L appraisal program. As you know
3. .- ‘ this effort was carried out over
- . EA/D/OP S i JuN 1087 (| a period of several months. Much
... 5E58 HQS S o of the time, of course, was con-
4. - - sumed in data collection. The
results of this study are signifi-
: , cant and provide information help-
5. B <l 7 } ful both in remedying some of the
L oo !"4 Jun 1388 . basic problems attendant to per-
“ DD/OP * b : , formance appraisal, and in
6. . resolving problems related to
o _employee evaluation in general.
5 , [ o 1ht In the transmittal to the DDCI
. - ’ -\ = w L’N [tw B ¥ I X i_ng Offering
D/OP = @,(}3:&—- L ha e AR evaluation to
B D . We believe this
’ he success of
ogram and will
1y tendency -
."D /Pers - v » ! hance to . W'e toward
After we've had 3_1;0155 ion : respondents -
prve pulled @ COPY-, g ¢ prior t0 @ €10 expected t the informa- 4. .
digest, sug835tly0‘;d§nhave problems. 1 aeie Jefining 2W0uld pe'used .
- e . s ail O e
v P::nz;xda;ci?m reducing the numbex — |
1eco .
\, ihat we have. . . cummary of the report
d an executive rt to make
believe we Ne€ uch the 1long repo
1 a.lSO 1¢ have to Plow thro gvide an optlon to i l
so DDCT does%urther, should we PrO i -
decisions. \ ;-
\ discuss at EXCOM-
| pp/Pers’

e e et
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Survey Participénts

FROM : Harry E. Fitzwater
Director of Persomnel Policy, Planning, and Management

[ORRE—

.SUBJECT : Performance Appraisal Attitudes Survey

<

This Office's Personnel Management Evaluation Staff has the responsi-
bility for evaluating the effectiveness of our new Performance Appraisal
(PA) system, which was officially introduced on 1 October 1979. An
important part of our evaluation effort includes the use of the attached
survey. An appropriate sampling of employees at each grade level is
being asked to give their opinions on various facets of the performance
appraisal process. Our evaluation plan is a lengthy one since we wish to
study the entire year's cycle of Performance Appraisal Reports before sub-
mitting our final report in the summer of 1981.

Your name was chosen at random. That is to say you were selected by
chance so we could be sure that the employees surveyed are representative.
Although the questionnaire was mailed directly to you, there is no way to
identify who fills it out. In fact, in order to maintain complete anonymity,
we are asking that you not sign the completed questionnaire. Your responses
are of great interest to us and will play an important part in the final
report we submit to top management. These same responses will then, in
turn, have a significant bearing on future efforts at improving our PA
system, as well as our personnel management program.

I would like to express my appreciation in advance for your participation
. in this important effort.

STAT

Hagfy E. FIpZwater

Att: as stated
o -G C .
7&&//4%,&,,/‘ Z, WW 7
e ﬁCﬁ%?? ‘fﬁ?agﬁﬂ7f7422/ay Jia
¢ of AR LD Syt
‘ o Léaéla&ig;y/ epece
v /‘?ﬁ?ﬁﬂ fzg/ZEdpxé'
% Foel o= /QZZﬁékkléﬁi;ZZ%u44H7ﬂké/%z¢w
. PX v/fé;ue%9¢2§5;~jzyﬁﬂti?ZQabvﬂ%zn‘455,4@zzgf?ﬁbr
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PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL ATTITUDES SURVEY

This survey is designed to assist the organization
in evaluatlng the Performance Appraisal System which was
initiated in October 1979. There are questions for both
supervisory and nonsupervisory personnel. All answers to
this questionnaire will be held in the strictest confidence
and no attempt will be made to identify individual respon-
dents. Only group data will be analyzed.

If for any reason you have not yet been rated on the
new Performance Appraisal Report, please briefly explain
the circumstances and return the survey unanswered.

PLEASE NOTE: Do not write your name on the survey
booklet. Return the booklet in the enclosed envelope with-
in five (5) working days.

Thank you for your cooperation.
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PART I - TO BE COMPLETED BY ALL PARTICIPANTS IN SURVEY

Please answer each question by circling the appropriate
response number.

1. How long have you worked for the organization?

€5~ ¥.21. Less than 2 years
22+% ~s4.4 2. 2 to 4 years
22.% - 23.¢ 3. 5 to 10 years

- - 3229 4. 11 to 20 years

s o,
Ly §39 o= 20-7 5. More than 20 years

zo
2. How long have you been in your present job?

53 j}zq-«3%'7 1. Less than 1 year
S9 ’7‘0\25'8 2. 1 to 2 years
: 7 g=/'2.2 3. 2 to 3 years
y~74.¢ 4. 3 to 5 years
1B
)3'qnx3.f'5. More than 5 years
3. What is your current GS pay grade?
& D[ S
/6.8 - 1. GS-6 and below /3.7
1.2~ 20.7 2. GS-7 or GS-8 5 A
)5 Mt 3. GS-9 or GS-10 1 & v
\,‘2;~Mu7 4. GS-11 or GS-12 20 %
\K{?;, ‘& _39.4 5. GS-13 through GS-15 271.4
“é:§~ o 6. SIS member 2.¢
2., -84 7. Belong to another pay category 3.4
4. What is your highest level of education?
04 = /! 1. Less than high school graduate

221 = 252, High school graduate
23.%*™ /9.7 3. Attended technical, vocational or business school
V4’314 - 3/./°4. Bachelors degree
) { avh¥= 229 5. Advanced degree

5. What is your Directorate Career Service designation?

)

¢ 3 7 1. M
[ M @\( 2 I
PRSI 3. R
v pteM 4, D
S2-6.4 5 E
FE2-34. 7 6 Don't know
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6. What is your sex?

o2 57
éf5 599 1. Male bo¢,. 2
357 Y0.4 2 Female 22y
7. What is your age? -
T < YR
—9¢ 1. Less than 25 7.
""3‘“26-’2 25 to 34 '
. . 252 e
<5 2.3 43, 35 to 44 29 i

2ve$~ £/
4. 45 and above 29.0 ei%%
8. Have you had the opportunity to read the Performance *,a

Appralsal Handbook (PAR)?
\) \/ - 69 ¢ rle=s 0.5 y’€3x}£{} Ne‘;:g'?,i
9.

D1d you make use of the section #4 in the PAR which

;"Aﬁprove_d For Release 2005/12/14 : CIA-RDP92-00420R000400040009-7

%

‘fa‘-v‘a T,

provides you with the option to make comments? waafﬁ%
H.E 471, Yes
#1893 2. No
8 Vﬁ;ﬁ 10. If you answered '"no" to Question 9, which of the
~ following best represents your reason for not using
section #47
~ qé}‘ o< *37-41. Assumed that if I got a good report and agreed
_7 <; with everything in it I was not expected to offer
) comments.
K\ 3¢.73%.2 2. Had nothing in particular that I wanted to say.
2.4 - 2.« 3. Was not sure what I was supposed to comment about.
o H e o 4 Was concerned that if I said something it might
o AT be misunderstood.
[ yo0.4 25 Was concerned that the critical remarks I wanted
A < oy e to make would create problems for me.
v *~ 6. Not Applicable - I ‘answered '"yes'" to Question 9.
~ AN 11. The new performance appraisal system is an improvement
R over the former "Fitness Report."
" s Papss,,
Strongly agree G E N L.
. Agree ‘ S,
WUndecided\ Ge-3, o2 ‘ Cagl. .
Disagree GenzieS2747 1 X 5?4«u(
: -, 0.2 g
Strongly disagree o SIS =3 - o
=7 e, 7%
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12.

57 f/ﬂ/\?. 2.31.
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e Advance Work Plan (AWP) which establishes goals
d priorities that my supervisor and I decide together

useful. . O
e g

“6—‘9-4'
Strongly agree ’%{é

Y e 99.92. Agree e -
% 20g3. Undecided N
-0 g Disagree C Tl
<3 ? /é}L .9 5. Strongly disagree ~
QQQ 13. I participated in the preparg;;pn of my AWP.
St 'é- ) ‘
2s. 2371, To a great extent ‘{:%;,ﬁg?fyrgy ’
271 70.22. To a moderate extent Z e, «mgfngm% ‘
, j¢.2 (< 73. To a slight extent =T 4 " Bz
53 [/;17 /5.%4. Not at all Geo vﬂéi ’tg~,z%%f*@u ‘%;tyf‘
1\,4,1 56 &5. 1 do not have an AWP ’ﬁﬂ°'?en~¢ . -
,“ﬁiéj 14. I believe the AWP will help to improve the accuracy
of my performance appraisal ratings. ™,
i, .
~ ' T R,
%@/)/‘Sid 37 1. Strongly agree ;%??%ugéﬂ?ﬂghgfﬂﬂaﬁﬁ’
7 38% 3422, Agree S e, T,
271 JF<& 3. Undecided ey IR ¥
oy Sz % 2s.7 4. Disagree i el ;?/ Qn%%aff
"1 &« s7 5. Strongly disagree toRee Boa
\‘
(o) 15. I believe the evaluation of my potential is fair and
accurate. E 2,
773 97 1. Strongly agree Tttt
73{2:# @7 2. Agree e
2.8 13 ;’ 3. Undecided
/7 ’ra- 3
jef 4 1637 4. Disagree
Lfl 3.6 -5 5, Strongly disagree
%2; 16. The section on the evaluation of potential is useful
B as feedback information. =
e = /‘i{’"'lé N
A J g 2001, Strongly agree Y e e
$§754.62. Agree T
1g& 7¢.¢ 3. Undecided "»?wff
6 4 paosoox4. Disagree W
{ u¢ #¢5. Strongly disagree
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_—
.M/ 17. 1 feel that the new performance appraisal system
ylelds an accurate assessment of my performance.
) &\Pm ‘..?4“ s "’;
f25}j “7 46 1. Strongly agree ) v ey, T
( 5yg' 5& 2 . Agree > Ll{‘f &)ﬂ”z‘% t o ‘i’:—‘:"p;"z‘a 4
20~ z6.+20.4 3. Undecided .. . == T,
/di’ “fA4 1 2.5 4, Disagree T eer L
t 2% 5, Strongly dlsagree) ‘ ligad e,
. Valg
~ V) 18. Are you satisfied with the new performance appraisal 4
- system? Rl ) ey,
. B 7 ’?”N'"/,?m.. -
98% #Y 1. Yes , "R e O - f..a,,ggﬁ;
Sy 3@,7 329 2. Undecided IR e g T
231 3. No Ty,
~ Ek) 19. Would you prefer a different performance appraisal 67/
e system?
AN f/”y“" NN XD <)
—*n . Z SN
»ﬁ"; l»f' 27 1 . Yes < st e —Eret, _M cjwms/f’)&‘,‘%eh.
el 3.6 2. No Gl S
¥2.23¢%v 3, Undecided
~ ) 20. Are you satisfied with the amount of information
’ that your supervisor gives you about how well you are
performing your job?
7 5 Y57 1. Yes
=7« 2.0 2. Somewhat
s 2293, No
R 21. Do you receive this 1nformat10n throughout the year
- as well as on an annual basis?
{ / -5 ? / 1 Yes ﬁ?f" Lty ek f.’" : B’;)(Af/ Caliad s '%"‘ﬂt’.’:‘ﬂﬂ{,m w
e "/Lp v, No / 7y N @4{’ I -\Gﬂl *;‘V/JWL{'/%;? 4,/ g /
N : Z!]K/JAQ, l it ;{M("’ WP RYA {‘)4‘,,;,/ PP o
A 22. Do you feel that you know what is expected of you on
' ?
your job? Wf;ﬁﬁ"’
/2 { /557 1. To a great extent Ces s, "dfhjf/¢;y '
(=337 2. To a moderate extent ‘Lfgéft e 2,
£v -2 3, To a slight extent s ,¢c”a-“3 P e
= 4o 4, Not at all LT - \; /M J» 2 .
) .Jc/ — T L . 1
’ﬁﬂﬂl/f wt? Vs IRRC S /“S_ R A ey,
? //{,_,ﬁ/ ’ P T e
P I S Cale -
7(’/’; s uu,;‘;? \q,
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N 8l 23. Do you believe that the person who determines your
performance ratings should be held accountable for

; i ?
his/her ratings? ggleégg: s
& P
< [ ¢ &¥7 1 To a great extent 2%5*ﬂ§( fzg,L? .
3 23./23%3.¢ 2. To a moderate extent *7&;A ey
2., 3.4 3. To a slight extent <L§ﬂ&#’A ’ aéft,
- . »
2.3 .4 4. Not at all h’ﬂ%mQ?
2.9 4.7 5. Don't know ‘.
i R

\*-V h) 24. I believe my performance rating is based on total job 'S
performance and not just a few aspects of the job.

5 [2?4 2% 1. Strongly agreesG/Fm

52 $§2.<2. Agree 59
¢ — /o . @ ¥ 3. Undecided s 2/
~ 4o, Y-¢ 4. Disagree =
)3 { ;_@ 5.t 5. Strongly disagreerq
\Qigﬁﬁ 25. Should an employee who is dissatisfied with his/her

performance rating be permitted to appeal the rating?

A s g i i VA
73,5 9701 Yes F";M Pt Pamne fg.,, rin
?\5/ 2.7 2 . NO . ' VA Rhea ‘{Ma‘ ’7‘4% 5/44. ?‘Q‘éf
3 2.73 Not sure TR Teenas,,,
LG 26. To what extent do you believe that your performance

appraisal rating should determine the comparative
evaluation standings made by your career board/panel?

A g 3 -
?523 236 32e3 To a great extent %_”" oYy P
‘ 4.1 77 € 2. To a moderate extent - _=#, et 2.,
o jo,1 '*7 3. To a slight extent . o 15 ¢,%Ld;%”qggg; " 24,
2. 7.7 4, Not at all \,M_:A«m 2., s TR, ¢
0 305 Don't know Qz%wzﬁkaﬂ,;j34¥$ﬂ %;%5?4127”ﬁ”
f z"‘v’ A
~ \Q§> 27 To what extent do you believe that comparative

evaluation panels should use information other than
your work performance record to judge your ability
to assume higher level responsibilities?

T3 Y Z%.3 1. To a great extent iy g@w@ _
$%.'5%3 2 To a moderate extent ét}“‘ ~7. Il s
S : S e TS
(15 ¢ " 3. To a slight extent “yggﬂugg “ 2 -
w. ! YT 4. Not at all R, R gy 2l
2.¥ 3/ 5. Don't know B, 4’9n
“d[,{-/lq e 4‘»%7
) Yy
6% =) %
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N
V.’ 28. Performance ratings areqﬁ;curate.
‘-f’«v«b‘ P
31 sS4 1. Strongly agree P ;f'éﬁﬁ% A
s { 9.7 2. Agree T A ag“*
‘i5if}(§y 22,3 3. Undecided Raa s
‘ St 29.% 4, Disagree
3./ 4.2 5, Strongly disagree
V’\\/) 29. Do you believe that supervisors give their subordinates
- higher ratings than they deserve?
*"“z/,/,é P2,
go § /7 o gl. To a great extent (w/{’gdﬁﬂ " ”%g st
¢ 3/,# 32.¢ 2. To a moderate extent ;5 TR e T, -
297 22.3 3. To a slight extent “tttc, B, T et [T,
-
15 2 19.24, Not at all ‘x@ ¥ =2 it
2. 73.#5, Don't know D e, TR
\J S
s 30 Do you believe that supervisors give their subordinates
lower ratings than they deserve?
- | %ﬁ'« »
3/ Z.€ 1. To a great extent ”tﬂép,/‘\6£a*
ix -3 2. To a moderate extent . . "~ < "éﬁﬂﬁ»gﬁf%_ S
5~ +2¢.7 3. To a slight extent Ty T e g eloce p
‘ * LTI «4—:»%
HE ok He g 4. Not at all s, I
sevsed 5. Don't know %“faﬁ el
- TS ey,
\/(\é: 31. Do you believe that an improvement in your performance
) on the job would lead to a higher performance rating?
. G oo d
§i§/Q3421. Strongly agree /?m?,}” ° 1@ Mz Comosmerneaet
s L/C.27 Agree » © T e /ﬂm‘«aﬂ/ 0 B -2
/7 7 2/ 3. Undecided Drecersn e, ., wed
H1§ .o 1 /%5 4. Disagree ’?““”“5r7dbbamux¢ P g
_ #+#3-75. Strongly disagree 7

-~ > 32.
~ L
3 e g 393
\7 32"5_’ 32.7
w23
S _5'}/
14 5.2

Are your performance ratings consistent with what your
supervisor leads you to believe he/she thinks of your
performance on a day-to-day basis?

"?’;‘3{4 “te fy,t/y‘{ 2 .—5; &

Not at all
Don't know

1. To a great extent g . I A .
2. To a moderate extent T TReC g,

3. To a slight extent ‘E‘”ikd ‘LL*<$<@<Q,
4, '

5.
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33. Does your supervisor indicate how well you are doing
on a day-to-day basis?

Approvéd For Release 2005/12/14

: CIA-RDP92-00420R000400040009-7

BS ¥ & 1. To a great extent
Znd  Zr.% 2., To a moderate extent
a3 37 %3, To a slight extent
270 37 % 4. Not at all
. 8 #+2 5, Don't know
\“g o4 34, I feel that training on performance appraisal would
improve the overall effectiveness of the appraisal
process. Cotnat sy -~
-~ = MQ{&% g i
7/5\J:7ﬁ/ %ﬁ~’ Strongly agree R [ Aol .
435 9245 Agree Cj’Q”g ;
P & . 4
6. %/ }, Undecided e,
S Ce Disagree
I /2 5. Strongly disagree
NPy 35. My supervisor lets subordinates know what is expected
of them. —_
- /,4;¢< 3 < efef s Ly : "
& f/a.’h /3 1. Strongly agree SO
T(ysSsTz2l A Jiom,
N \ . . gree ra
3/ {‘"/:Ig,'é, /2.9 3, Undecided '
\ ;4,17 s>7 4. Disagree
N 3.4 35, Strongly disagree
\“{ =z 36. My supervisor is approachable and communicative.
&"‘mm«h -
(316 5%¢1. Strongly agree TR Bhssene
13 Jau 987 2. Agree
" s 9.4 3. Undecided
7.+ /& 4. Disagree
74 29 5. Strongly disagree
; s 37. My supervisor's attitudes concerning my job performance
' are made clear to me.
76 "7} r7.£1. Strongly agree
é sow St &2, Agree
jz. 0 7% %3, Undecided
it o 3004, Disagree
* 2.7 5, Strongly disagree




N ag,

/% Je. 1.
415 9. 8 2.

/56 16 3.
3291,3.77 1394,
2.1 3.& 5.

- .

N

performance.

N 39
K149,
. FR185.3 2,
I 14,6 3,
218 ™ svy,
L 52 2,65

ff& - 40.
éj /f‘if /‘//l
L‘fﬂ >6’7r’? 2.

ag . f2.7 /%3 3.

'
\

LY

R

~ 4L
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My supervisor treats all subordinates fairly.

GL o 2,
Strongly agree S o ”fﬁ

e et
Agree o 47‘/ ey g.,\ ‘/7/?«@ P
Undecided et Y e .
. et
Disagree “ e -y %

Strongly disagree

My supervisor is willing to make changes.

Strongly agree
Agree

Undecided
Disagree

Strongly disagree

My supervisor maintains definite standards of

VIZEEN

St

f’m I‘;‘*“-”’N;
Strongly agree e,

Agree

Undecided
Disagree

Strongly disagree

My supervisor refuses to explain his/her actions as

they relate to me.

S

PN
b4
- s‘ 7. [1‘

7,¢ 1.
roe 2.
~ & +y2.§3,
oL ga 24,
158 ,5.3 5,

Strongly agree
Agree

Undecided
Disagree

Strongly disagree

IF YOU ARE NOT A RATER, SKIP TO SECTION III

PART II - To be answered only by those who have prepared

a Performance Appraisal Report on another
employee.

Circle the response number of your choice

42. How many years experience have you had in preparing
Performance Appraisals and Fitness Reports on employees

of this organization?

£ 23.¢ 2.

?4\, 39’/ 3.
77{ e 4,
7.l ;4 S.

/
By |
Less than 2 years CCass . e 3/
2 to 4 years R
Y s C) ! 1

5 to 10 years
11 to 20 years i,
More than 20 years
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43. Have you attended a formal briefing or workshop on
: ’4/'/'4/’1419\
Shz €1, Yes 2 ~4%wﬂ,
d4x.d 4a¥2. No
44. How many employees do you currently prepare PARs for?
424 39.p1. 1 to 3 Fre,,
G2 24.12. 4 to 6 RS>
.M“"l f 27 7__3. 7 tO 15 f'c‘%t;
He 24 16 to 25 “hhn
N ?
2.7 3.7 5. 26 or more
Qg; 45. Do you use the Worksheet (Form 45W) to prepare your
Performance Appraisals?
7o 191, Yes
<r 1 Z2.6 2. No
f&? 46. What percentage of your immediate subordinates would
you rate at the highest one or two levels of performance?
~ A te B
(7. §o 1. 20% or less T m o
erisja a /72 2. 21 to 40% 4415$”7Qﬁ“*“aeég%rmnv‘iif;k
/qé 3. 41 to 60% {-n%&%ﬂ T B -
)z o p.¢ 4. 61 to 80% O e .a“’3£/*~ .
7.4 &.85. 8L to 100% ) Tex,y
f&f 47. What percentage of your immediate subordinates would
you rate at the lowest one or two levels of performances?
W ST
F3.3 Fy7 1 20% or less Qékﬁﬁwkﬂy =P 2
v 4 2. 21 to 40% 5;‘_9 -
L 34 22 3. 41 to 60% * 14,
~4 ¢ 4. 61 to 80% Bl
.3 ¥ 5. 81 to 100%
Y 48. To what extent do you as a rater have difficulty in
o completing the "Evaluation of Perfermamce' of the
' employees you rate? fotential
)
(’*%4, %3 1. To a great extent C”Q%WWa4m%mw I
P2 2£.¥ 27.¢ 2. To a moderate extent Aty L.
é 7. 1 38’ 3, To a slight extent B
5 24.7 4. Not at all
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# )49, To what extent does your supervisor consider your
appraisal of your subordinates to be a critical
element of your job?

O 7 n»
22.2 20.9 1. To a great extent ™) 54
3.1 € « 2. To a moderate extent}
R {5;.! 2+ § 3, To a slight extent
L < 2.7 4. Not at all - -k
s0.3 &2 5, Don't know — 22

. 50. To what extent do you believe that the typical supervisor
Vv would give lenient ratings in order to avoid confronta-
tions with his/her subordinates?

-} ﬁé?:‘iw r/_;'a A.:! '

™

+,%. 224 1. To a great extent ey oo VMo d S,
¢ .t 92,7 2. To a moderate extent '-Twzj,& ﬁq;g{/?a4evagg ,g/§+TE2L
J4,5 2.1 3, To a slight extent S &ﬁM& t?”ﬂjtéw
2.4 %% 4, Not at all s
2.4 2/ 5, Don't know

& ' 51. Do you feel you have sufficient time in your work

schedule to properly evaluate the performance of your
subordinates?

746721, Yes
“re 328 2. No
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PART III - FOR ALL SURVEY PARTICIPANTS

Any comments? Please write any thoughts or feelings
you have about the new performance appraisal system in the
space below.
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- §nl14 The old evaluation system (O, S, P, M, W) was more than adequate and should not have
been changed. The new rating system is an exercise in bureacratic nonsense. Offices

¥ and Directorates have gone to considerable effort to equate the new numerical ratings

with the old "outstanding," ''strong,' etc. This was mostly caused by lower-level
supervisors (i.e., Branch Chiefs) who felt uncomfortable with the new ratings and
pressured management to give them guidance on proper numerical ratings that would
tie in with the old system.

The potential section of the PAR is meaningless. No rating/evaluation panel that

- I know (or Career Service Board) pays the slightest attention to it although they
may profess to if queried because they know top-level Agency management wants to
hear that.

6114 ¢ The original instructions that ''4" was an accepted grade for good performance has
‘ done much harm. It's obviously considered as a former rating of "P."

AWP's should be dynamic documents, rewritten as required. Frankly, we don't have time.

6114 The form itself has resulted in great inefficiency in thousands of hours of lost time

Y .
in typing and retyping.
3222 It would be helpful for employees to be able to compare their performance with an
A "average' performance rating of those peers who are promoted by the career service
panels.
3222 My supervisor has many PAR's to write - consequently they are always late, and AWP's
f aren't done at all. My last PAR is now 3 months overdue.
4213 _ The scale reads from 1 thru 7 but the subtle differences from 4 thru 6 create more
! ambiguity than enlightment on one performance.
5213 I would endorse the new system as an improvement in one major way: 1t is a step
/ in the direction of making the supervisor and the employee mutually accountable
for performance.
6223 I Egptinue to question the usefulness of the Potential statement.  Supervisors
» > aré prepared to tell employees they have no potential or are guaranteed a career
path through the supergrades. 1In fewer cases can the supervisors actually articulate
‘ the reasons for their judgments.
4
6224 Q Rating scale an improvement but reluctance to relate it directly to old system has

led it to begin from an inflated base.

Potential section is a mistake - first line supervisors are not the best judges.
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on one ocBRESYe] For Mbase 2005112114 CIA-RDP92.00420MgP04000800007 , 1 decided this
person was in line for a promotion. I would have given this person a 4 but because

the sub panel had decided to promote this person I had to change it to a 5 and come
up with an example to justify their decision.

I urge the inclusion of a system whereby the rater's ''rating'" is shown with each PAR
(i.e. percentages of each grade he has given to date).

The part that really describes me is the evaluation of my potential. I would hate .
to think my career rides on the whim of someone who doesn't have the training in
evaluation of personnel and doesn't understand this type of evaluation. You can't

be serious when you expect rank and file employees to agree with this type of system.
You have given a lot of power to people who are not trained and in some cases unfit

to make these kinds of evaluations. To sum-up, this new system scares the hell out

of me.

Penalties should be administered to those supervisors who do not turn in performance
appraisals on time. Suggestions: Include the writing of performance appraisals on
the raters performance appraisal. Withhold effective date of promotions, periodic
step increases.

The system takes too much time.

The main problem with the new PAR system is that it is too complex and time-
consuming. The forms are involved, too large and difficult to handle.

I find the 1 through 7 categories much more useful than the former '"strong,"
"proficient,' etc. because the old categories were too broad and imprecise.

Thought should be given to inclusion of a ranking section as well as a rating
system. In relation to his/her peers, this officer is in the: top 10%, bottom
3%," etc. and ""This officer should be promoted: ahead of his peers, with his
peers, behind his peers,' etc.

Very cumbersome document regimes-too much time to execute.

Evaluation of potential leads to fantasy trips. They are used to "motivate"
without really assessing the reality of the potential assignments etc. being
discussed.

The general objective in the AWP states the obvious. The specific objectives are
too selective and not that important in terms of all the things I should attend

to during the course of the year. It is too much trouble to update the AWP as new
problems arise.

There is an un-official reluctance to give any 7's. They should be used more
liberally. Conversently, too many 5's and 6's are given.
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I believe in--and have used--the rebuttal/amplification option on PAR/Fitness Reports.
I found it particularly useful (and valid) in one comparative review process I
participated in.

First, the Agency's formal performance review process entirely misses the CT. That
is, it misses him or her outside of the time he or she is not receiving formal
training at the Farm or the COC building. He is instead in the limbo of ''the
interim'' - a status that I have been unable to find described anywhere in Agency
performance appraisal literature. What seems to have become the informal practice

is to write a "memorandum' which is not subject to any of the formal review processes
of the formal PAR.

I was further irritated by the branch chief's making changes to what my immediate
supervisor wrote instead of writing his own separate comments.

I think Agency regs should speak to the situation when an employee (me) decides to
make a career change within the Agency before a 90-day evaluation period (minimum
period) expires.

Agency regs should spell out that it is the immediate supervisor who is to rate
the employee not someone on up the chain.

Employees should have time to review their PAR's instead of reading and signing
right on the spot.

The employee should be able to rate his supervisor also. It should be a two-way street.

The rating system has nearly as much objectivity (maybe even less) as the scores
meted out by judges at international figure skating or diving competitions. The
ratings are meaningful only if the reviewing board can compare all the individuals
being rated by one supervisor, or if an employee can be rated independently by
another superior.

I dislike being totally negative but can see no great changes or improvements
evolving from this new system.

I think that the PAR's are OK but the AWP's are a joke. I have only had one in my
4 1/2 years here and I had no imput whatsoever into it.

The PAR should be used as one of several indices in considering the rating and
eligibility for promotion of an individual.

I see problems with employing the FR with NOCs since there appears to be a tendency
to rate NOCs on equal terms with inside officers.

The new reporting system differs in only one way from the old method, alpha numeric.
This is a change, not an improvement.
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that matter the most.

I personally have been in grade 9 out of 11 years and see no hope for promotion.
Please be advised, this comes after being rated strong/outstanding year after
year.

I believe persons serving overseas should have a "Foreign Service' weighting
factor included.

Overrating is inevitable so long as ''satisfactory performance" is considered
inadequate for promotion or retention.

The least satisfactory rating comments and reviewing comments are done by the
more senior officers. Although this is undoubtedly partly true because they
are generally overworked, it is at least partly because they know that on one
will send them a letter criticizing their preparation of a PAR.

A rather radical departure, which might be tried on an experimental basis, would
be to have at least one subordinate, chosen by HQS at random, rate each rating
officer. I believe the subordinates' reaction to their supervisor definitely
reflects the supervisor's skill in supervising and his effectiveness.

I think there should be a PAR only for clerical personnel (and a separate one
for officers) since the scope and function of their respective jobs are totally
different.

Ratings of specific duties are based on "established standards of performance."
If these standards are merely ''understood,' there may be problems of variance
between raters. There appears to be no requirement or instructions for
establishing specific standards of performance.

Specific input should be asked for in part 4 (optional employee comments).
Besides encouraging the rated employee to actively participate in his
performance appraisal, the information obtained could be useful for ongoing
indications of specific weaknesses of the PAR system.

Perhaps a comment in the narrative should be required stating the most
noticeable strength and most noticeable weakness of the rated employee.

This is my first tour overseas with the Agency. I have witnessed here the 1
worst management crew I have ever dealt with -- saying one thing and doing ‘
another... using personal problems that you have confided in them against you
in PARs... constructive criticism made by some is held against them at later
dates.... my attitude is definitely on shaky ground.

As long as supervisors have the feeling of '"He hasn't paid his dues," I strongly
feel that a fair and equitable PAR will not be rendered.

Because of a number of lateral moves by myself and supervisors I have been rated
three times in the last year. Based on these ratings and no additional infor-
mation I could not possibly be recognized as the same person.

How can years of related experience and expertise continue to be wiped out just
because it was not obtained in the Organization?
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\ 3452 5  Rarely if ever does the reviewing officer have the first hand knowledge of an
employee's work performance to provide an informed and meaningful appraisal.

3412 o The rules and regulations should be such that supervisors should not be allowed to
interpret but to follow the rules strictly.

5613 ]  The Organization appraisal system is generally ineffective and the source of
some discontent. Better not to have such a system and have promotion solely on
time in grade, than depend upon a system as ineffective as now being used.

4313 ¢  Examples of feedback from 2 supervisors to me:
1. This plan has too many pages.
2. You've done the job perfectly, but only for one year. Therefore you
are rated as a 4. Next year you'll get a 5.
3. I don't need to write a description of what you've done. We all know,
and I don't care about others outside my office.

5414 ) My feelings are basically negative. The old system was bad enough, but we had
learned to live with it, and this one is no improvement. On the contrary, it
makes the evaluation preparation more onerous without improving the product.

5113 | I have sufficient time (Question 51) to evaluate performance but not to fill out
the new forms.

4313 5§  Communications between higher management and the operational level, however, is
very poor. There have been frequent, unannounced reorganizations and
reassignments.

2 I feel no security in my position for the future. I am not confident that I
43!3(— know where I'1l be and what I'll be doing six months from now - even assuming
a high degree of satisfaction by management for my work. Further, I am not
confident that future changes will take into account my personal needs,
desires, etc. I and a number of my collegues have indicated to each other
that we perceive it to be a great game of chance. That I do not find agreeable.

5313 “J I believe a major problem in the system falls at the office-level promotion
panel comparative evaluations. Panel procedures have not changed with the new
system. It is up to the panel, whose members may or may not personally know
all the individuals they are ranking, to glean from the ratings and narrative
portion of the PAR, all pertinent performance attributes. Using a worksheet
of promotion criteria and weights, they take this extracted information and
judge the performance of all the candidates for promotion. This tends to be
bias (positively or negatively) the ranking of individuals known personally
by panel members and unfairly leaves the unknown individuals at the whims of
how well their supervisors prepared their PAR.

5113.5 We are continuing to spend an extraordinary amount of time on performance
appraisal and not enough time doing our jobs. The paper continues to
prolifirate; and no visible change takes place in our ability to evaluate
people's performance.
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So still AppedetiivEdy asa2Dosi¢2/H 45t C1A-RDPYR-80420 490940009ppraisal is or
what a bad one is? Wha® are the standards. The system s based on comparisons,
but what are the standards for comparison. This is my greatest criticism of the
current system.

The system does not provide specifics as to what the DO panel is looking for in a
PAR when evaluating a clerical. Specifically, my subordinate who received '"O's

on her last three fitness reports ranked in the low 40% of her grade level although
she is superior in all aspects of her job.

Biggest problem I have with PAR is the Evaluation of Potential. I find it very
difficult to tell someone they have little or no potential. I know of at least
one resignation because they had been doing the same job for years and did not
want promotions or additional responsibilities and were told they had no potential
but that they were doing a good job.

My competitive evaluation listing has not been made available to me yet. I am
not comfortable at this stage about how to relate the PA numerical ratings to the
Fitness Report letter ratings and, therefore, how I stand in relation to my peers.

In my present position a accurate AWP is difficult to prepare as daily operational
requirements dictate tasks to be performed. In my case the AWP was made with full
knowledge that it would not be used. A AWP was needed so one was made up.

"~ As far as performance is concerned our Director has stated that a four or five rating

is average. I have received two reports (within the past 6 mo.) using the new
appraisal system. On the first report, my supervisor gave me 6's and 7's. The
reviewing officer gave me 4's and 5's. On my annual report, my new Supervisor
gave me 4's and 5's following our Directors guidelines. Naturally I believe the
first report to be a true rating of my performance.

I would wager that 95% of all AWP's are nothing more than glorified job descriptions,
and I would further wager that once written, most are filed and forgotten.

I strongly believe all number ratings should be done away with (the sooner the
better), and that supervisors should instead certify whether or not the employee
performed in a satisfactory mammer. If so, a few highlights and accomplishments
could be listed. If the work was not satisfactory, the reasons why would have to
be stated. Added to this, the supervisor could be required to select from a pre-
determined list, those qualities and attributes which make up the employee's
stronger points.

I am not convinced the EOP belongs in the PAR package. No matter what words are
used, "higher responsibility' translates into 'promotability' for most employees.
Every PAR does not involve a question of promotion.
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5113(M) information for the various panels. Often these are incompatible.
. Panels cannot rely solely on PARs for ranking information. I know this from
" having sat on panels.
5114 (M) < The new appraisal system is more complicated, lengthy, time-consuming and redundant

than the former systems. I do not believe it yields a commensurate return in
improved management. A simpler system would be better.

5113 (M) There is no clear cut connection between the PAR's and the evaluation factors in
s the precepts. Panels are experiencing difficulty in completing the required work-
sheets based on a review of the PAR's.

If the purpose of expanding the ratings from five levels to seven was to try to
reduce evaluation escalation, we sure as hell messed that up when OPPPM decided
that the OSI level is overall "6." If that doesn't equate the "'6" level with the
old "S" level, nothing does. :

I am reluctant to apply the ratings in a manner consistent with their definitions.
Why? Simply because I have no confidence that other supervisors will and I do not
want to penalize my subordinates who are in competition with their peers. Until

I am convinced that the highest levels of management are prepared to take a hard
line on this matter of inflated ratings and make available the resources to put in
an effective control system, I can't give out 4's (unless they deserve less) and,
I'm not going to accept 4's from my supervisor as long as my peers performing at
the same level are getting 6's. It's not a question of what I or my subordinates
deserve. Rather it is a question of what we deserve relative to our peers.

5113(M)

When the PAR was first issued to me, I was graded a certain number in one of my
strongest duties then HQS comes out saying maybe the supervisor has rated the employee
too high. The next PAR was rated at a number lower. The panel looking at these

4 <% two PAR's will think that the employee has slumped in that specific duty, which isn't
the case and could cause some questions to be raised re that employee is worthy of

a promotion.

2422(D)

Aside from writing two performance evaluation reports on secretaries under my
supervision, I also type all of the PAR's in my branch because I am a Branch
Chief's secretary. I have found, for the past nine months, that most supervisor's
(if not almost all) tend to "OVER-RATE' employees considerably. Why? First of all
{ we have a severe personnel shortage, one way to keep people happy is to give them
good PAR's. Then, they believe you think well of them, and will not look elsewhere
for a job (another Branch, Division, Directorate, etc.); two, secretaries are grossly
over-rated; but they have their supervisor's by on the little finger - there are
very few secretaries around these days and if you have one you are one of the lucky
few; third - it's too easy to file a discrimination suit; if you're unhappy with
your PAR you simply file discrimination - make a big stink about the whole thing -
and scare your supervisor into writing something nice (or else!).

2422 (D)
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The "AWP'" 1is fine - ex®pt for people like myself on "DEVCOMP'" who are in between

assignments and doing numerous jobs on several desks. Recently received my ''PAR'
which was excellent and a létter of appreciation from Chief of a DDO division -
but have no AWP as had several jobs and "DEVCOMP.'" Would a panel downgrade me
for this?

The PAR is an improvement in some ways. However, once the evaluation is completed
it still proceeds via the same haphazard maze we call the promotion panel system,
which is where the real improvements are needed.

Do away with numeric ratings completely, just have a satisfactory or unsatisfactory
rating and use the comments for evaluation.

Since evaluation of an officer by his supervisor is a most subjective act, complete
prose explanations of performance and potential are the only means to convey the
true value of the officer. To a third party. One supervisor might evaluate an

the same officer as a "6" or lower. The result is that the promotion panel, if
influenced by a numerical grade, could indeed be promoting a less effective, less
promising officer over a more effective, more promising officer.

In my case, in the past year 3 separate PARs were written (all at the same time) in
order to meet the promotion panel deadline - I was accurate and well thought out -
but written 10 months after I left that office - another was written to cover a

10 month period when I was in training - written by an individual who I had never
met and reviewed by another who I also never met. The final PAR for the year in-
cluded a AWP, written at the same time as the PAR. This final PAR was written by
an individual for whom I had worked 10 days - he also filled out a potential

rating - I did not find 10 days of supervision sufficient time for a 'potential
rating' evaluation to be made.

In my particular component, division policy has been established that no one is
deserving of a 7 evaluation. Therefore, no matter how hard you work and no matter
how good a job you do, there is no way you can earn a 7 rating. This really kills
incentive.

I think the AWP is a complete sham, particularly in the DO. This Directorate is

so short of personnel and so subject to short lived changes in direction and goals
that it is a waste to go through a routine of setting advance work goals. Moreover,
goals in the DO are soft, practically impossible to define with precision and
consequently too subjective to measure accomplishments against. I can foresee

some real problems with people being rated poorly against an impossible to under-
stand or even to attain goal and an unfair supervisor trying to make black and
white out of a grey situation.
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In this business, if an analyst is by chance (perhaps) involved with a subject
that is of high visibility, then that analyst will get better performance rating
when no better performance was really done. This particularly happens in offices
where technical work is just as difficult (if not more) but more invisible

(except to other analyst who regretfully keep quiet). It is the job of the system
analyst to put it all together, but in many cases doesn't really do any of the

gut work. The gut worker gets the shaft.

Events I have witnessed, recently as well as over the course of several years,
lead me to believe that when there is a conflict between the requirements for an
honest fitness report or performance appraisal and the goals being sought under
EEO, the PAR is manipulated to serve EEO ends.

In this Agency, we do not train managers - we promote good performers to manage-
ment positions as rewards, expecting them to acquire management skills through
osmosis. In the case of PAR's, too many folks think about them on the day that
they are due, hate like hell to give bad news to anyone, and tend to gloss over
problems.

It is fairly obvious that a 5 for one rater may be a 6 for another. As far as I
can see, there is no guarentee that this problem is taken into consideration by
the appraisal panel. Thus, the true appraisal of an individual (with built in
biases) is up to the personal familiarity of panel members with the person being
appraised. This is the old boy network, which works fine if you are well liked,
but is destructive if you are not.

The concept of an EOP seems to imply that continuous upward movement is a
mandatory state, and that the alternative (e.g., is potential for advancement)
is tantamount to a stigma.

This does not conform to the practical realities of 1life, where advancemtn is not
always possible because of a variety of institutional circumstances that are
beyond the employee's control.

The '"standard" performance within my component is a 4, by unspoken decree. A man
does an especially difficult task - lasting almost two years - in an outstanding
and recognizeance fashion. His superior rates him as 6 on that specific duty
with an overall rating of 5. It is subsequently decided that the man's per-
formance was so superior as to warrant a QSI, but OPPPM says no because the
overall rating was not 6. So the man is penalized and the precedent is
established for padding.
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In my view, the AWP should be an internal document -- between the employee and his
immediate supervisor. The document could then serve as a document of mutual
agreement -- contract or guide, the main problems likely to arise from the AWP
stem from its distribution to higher : 1eve1 supervisors, administrative staffs,

and comparative evaluation panels.

The new form is more cumbersome than the old, and more complicated to read as well
as to fill out. One weakness is that employee signature is separated from the
evaluation page, and someday there will be employees who are 'sure' that something
was added or deleted after they saw their PARs. The AWP seems to be a bureaucratic
pain to most supervisors and not mjch more meaningful to the employee than the old
LOI.

Since grading is not standardized, each supervisor interpreting the regulations
their own way, I feel that the PAR should not be used heavily for promotion and
panel considerations. Personality and attitudes towards work should come into

play also.

We work in a heirarchy. I have 3 supervisors. Unfortunately those empowered to
make significant changes are above them. This organization's policy of continuously
shifting supervisory personnel results in too many people occupying positions for too
short of a time. They end up knowing too little about their jobs and are unprepared
to make the substantive changes needed.

During the past several months I have been rated under the new PA system and also
been on a professional ranking panel where the panel was required to rate individuals
under the new system. We found that most of the supervisors reports were still
under the old fitness report system which made our job extremely difficult. An
evaluation worksheet which had 12 important factors relating to the individual had
to be completed prior to the ranking process. The panel found that none of the
supervisors reports addressed any of the items covered on the worksheet. Completing
the worksheet proved to be a '"gut feeling' by the panel members and in my opinion

an unfair process which could be swayed easily by one or two panel members who know
the individual personally.

In both the old and new systems, definite overuse is made of the '"'proficient"
rating which tends to lump everyone together in a kind of limbo of mediocrity,
regardless personal motivation, background, or devotion.

The problem is and continues to be with the average rating the new 4 the old P -
why must we have one at all? What's wrong with an even number of rating options
(4 or 6) so that a person is either above or below average not sitting on the
fence and not really knowing where you stand.
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5613 I am outranged at whatY consider the hypocrisy in tryin® to keep staff ratings in

the 4-5 category as an indication of doing the job as expected and the ratings
awarded to the SIS ranks. I consider it an obvious and flagrant double standard.

7 The fact that inflated ratings are, in general, being awarded to SIS ranks is proof
that this system has been prostituted and means absolutely nothing. In fact, it is
an insult. If Agency management expects people like me to take this kind of thing
seriously and tear my guts out giving accurate and forthcoming ratings and
narratives, then I expect that supergrades do the same.

5614 I have only been here 1 1/2 years and probably don't understand the problem.
However, the entire procedure of PAR, AWP, Review Boards etc. seems to waste a
/ lot of time. The requirement for a system like this one probably exists but couldn't
it be simplified to take about a fourth of the time currently required.

5614 The flaw in the performance appraisal system is, I believe, the use of an AWP. By
the nature of the intelligence business flexibility is paramount - an AWP - if
followed would often lead to rigidity.

W

5614 I pay little attention to performance ratings and employee ranking. I am a relatively
non-competative person who is satisfied in doing a reasonable job. I see little
difference between the old and the new systems but then, I lack the interest in them.
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}4613 I've also perceived an apparently unconscious process whereby relatively early in
one's career one is placed into one of two categories - ''comers' and '"also rans,"

and having been placed in the latter it appears unusual for the individual to make

l it into the former. Once again, this process is incompletely reflected in the PA
process. ,

e

I suppose one's perception of the system varies according to how well one has
fared under it (whether or not one would have done better under another system,
Y and as I've argued I don't think it matters a great deal). Nevertheless,
practically every opinion I have heard of the business -- regardless of the speaker's
rank of success -- has been tinged with cynicism. And that's a shame.

4613 Appeal in extreme cases - a mechanism, such as a review panel should be set up
for adjucating such appeals. This mechanism would also serve to hold raters
accountable for ratings given.

-

4623 . Too long and complicated. Just the actual physical act of signing takes about
I'+% 10 minutes - 12 signatures of supervisor and 9 of supervisee.

Many of the criteria that employees are ranked on are never commented on in Section D
#1 (Supervisor's comments). This causes problems during ranking panels.

4623 It might be helpful if promotion panels would provide more feedback to supervisors
6 who write performance appraisal reports. Promotion panels are in a good position
to analyze the quality of the reports.

4623 The Section 4 on Employee Comments is nothing new. There has always been an option
/ for the employee to comment on his rating. The fact that most people don't use it
is because it does become a part of ones permanent record.

5014 In my opinion, the new PAR system further complicated a cumbersome system which was
meaningless to begin with, I don't believe a person can be properly evaluated by
, number and/or letter grades. My greatest fear in filling out PAR's etc. is what my
7 peers are doing, will they give high ratings thus putting my employees at a
disadvantage or will the reverse happen? Perhaps a strictly narrative form would be
a most effective, fair appraisal system.

5014 Too many times the performance appraisal or fitness report is based on personality

| considerations and friendships etc. -- but more importantly as long as the subordinate
does not ''make waves' or cause problems for his immediate supervisor, he or she can

| expect a reasonably good performance rating. If the employee--even with the best of

intentions--offers constructive criticism which the supervisor considers a challenge
to his authority and position, it will usually result in lower performance ratings.
I believe that most employees would be deterred from making any adverse comments
in section 4 of the PAR because of the adverse effect it would probably have on their
career in the long term. In essence, you can't beat City Hall.
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I am very troubled by the Evaluation of Potential. This is not only because of the
subjective nature of the idea itself. There seems to be an area of confusion of
terms and a dichotomy of purpose. A careful reading of the form in its entirety
and the instructional material for the preparer shows a shift back and forth
between ''duties" and "'responsibilities;' the addition of the qualifier '"higher
level" within the categories changes the sense of "'added responsibility."

The biggest problem associated with both this and the old system is that a fair
yet less than outstanding rating tends to place an employee behind many who are
actually no more than his peers.

The number rating or letter rating should be done away with completely. Supervisors
interpret the number ratings differently making the process unfair.

I would like to see a system where only the outstanding (category I CER) people
and the poor performers (category IV) are rated.

Supervisors should have their appraisals critiqued periodically (perhaps by OPPPM)

I consider the appraisal system to be too involved and consequently time consuming
resulting in less than, in my opinion, the proper amount of time being spent on each -
and every individual. Too much paper.

I believe the effectiveness of the PA could be enhanced by an additional section
composed of questions keyed to subject's on the job performance on a daily basis.
Examples: Howe does subject perform in a crisis situation? Can subject handle
more than one crisis at a time? Subject's effectiveness in briefing superiors on
evolving situations for which he is responsible? Does subject think on his feet?
Is subject a problem solver?

Your plan is good, your PA Handbook is good -- but now you have to promote its
implementation with much more vigor.

On my last assignment the reviewer stated I could not write comments after he had
written his. He said "I have the last word." My reading of the PA handbook leads me
to believe the employee has the right to write comments after both the rater and
reviewer write theirs. I believe his actions and words were specifically designed
to intimidate me and they did.
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Eliminate the system. Replace with (1) a check off matrix of characteristics.

Example of an entry:
Inadequate for Job | Perfectly Adequate | Well beyond
for Job Required Level
Ly
Ability to Write X
Ability to Verbally X
Communicate

I feel there is a decided tendency on the part of us all to avoid confrontation by
providing narratives and ratings that employees are willing to accept. This is
strengthened by the statement in the PAR Handbook mandating action to resolve areas
raised by an employee's rebuttal. Who needs all the hassle involved!

In my humble opinion, this system (AWP) was devised so that bosses would always
be justified in giving low marks when they choose to do so and the subordinate could
not claim that he did better since he did not live up to a unrealistic work plan.

The new PAR package adds substantially to the number of papers supervisors must
complete without adding much of value in later comparative rankings and decisions by

panels for promotions, training, etc.: a) the new numerical ratings are of no great
difference from the previous letter ratings, and a bit harder to remember; b) the
"evaluation of potential"' form seems to me highly redundant -- the same evaluation

can and should be done on the PAR itself; c) the AWP may be appropriate for HQS cases,
requisitions, etc., but for overseas personnel--whose responsibilities often are
dictated by world events and chance--it is generally of little use and unrealistic

to set specific '"'tasks' to be completed.

The new PAR attempts to substitute more sheets of paper for a hard decision: 1)
either allow supervisors to contribute additional comments, outside the PAR that
employees will not see, in panel meetings where candid comments can be offered or

2) recognize that so long as the employee sees everything written about him/her,
few--very few--supervisors have the courage, integrity and tact to describe
specific faults and criticize them directly to a person with whom they must continue
working on a daily basis.

The name has changed, but the ''game'" remains the same! We must break away from our
subjective approach to evaluating people. The competitive evaluation process will
promote those that rate high in their eyes, not who may deserve it. I've sat on
them, I've seen it happen!

I know what is expected of me because of my familiarity with the work and because
it is set forth in office guidelines. My input to the AWP and the only communication
on this score from my immediate supervisor was to tell me to "sign here please.'
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that seriously. The bottom line is not what the reports say, but who gets promoted
- to what grades and when. The rest of the system is simply cosmetic.

I also believe that the new system, and in particular the AWP, has at best only
marginal applicability to DO employees. Essentially, this form attempts to quantify
work which does not lend itself easily to quantification. For example, one cannoy
in advance indicate to a case officer that he will produce many intelligence reports
or recruit so many new agents. An IA cannot be told in advance to complete a certain
number of name traces.

Also, I had my supervisor tell me that he thought that I was a Seven (7) in several
of the categories but that it is just too much paper work to give such a high
rating. So I got sixes even though I was told I should have been higher. This is
hard on morale and makes one feel that there is no use in trying.

I don't think that anyone should be rated numerically, it should just be Satisfactory
or Unsatisfactory ratings.

In my new job (I was caught in a merger of offices) my performance remains the

same, but my new supervisor does not feel anyone, almost without exception, deserves
a rating higher than a ''5" and has so stated. Consequently, I have one PAR with
excellent ratings and comments and another with very average ratings and comments.
This can only look strange to someone reviewing my folder for a new position. I
considered making a comment in the proper section but was concerned that this would
only complicate the matter.

I have never seen a job description for my position and to the best of everyone's
knowledge none exists. When I asked what my specific duties were and how a PAR
could be prepared without either of us knowing what they were I was given a vague
unsatisfactory response. Consequently, I was disappointed to see four very brief
descriptions of my duties on my PAR. The job is a very busy, varied, and re-
sponsible one - this did not show Neither did my capabilities (See NFAC Notice
No. 20-141).

I know that should I not like my rating I can get them to change it simply by
threatening to write a rebuttal. Management doesn't want to go through arbitration
boards and the other procedures. This leads me to believe that they will put what
will satisfy any employee, good or bad.

Any grade system tends to be unfair, but the confusion about the present numbering
system has a potential to haunt all for their entire career. If you list duties--
why grade them. A narrative related to the duties listed should suffice. Most
former panel participants ignore the numbering system anyway.
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2022 The rating of 1 to 7 gives a much better evaluation of one's performance than the
limited ratings of the fintess reports. The EOP gave me an insight to myself that

%7 I hadn't realized about myself.

2023 My supervisor used the '"new'" system to lower all my ratings from previous year
because of personnel reasons - telling me everyone was being treated the same -
“ until I found out what she really did - a P in previous years was not a 3 on new
system - I am no longer in the same office as I asked for a transfer out.

4613 I am pleased to have this opportunity to express my feelings on the PAR and personnel
policies in general. However, I remain convinced that this exercise like many of the
others will do nothing to change the situation. I have looked at personnel problems
from three vantage points: the military, private industry and this organization.

I can say without any equivocation that this is the worst of the three. I have
witnessed QSIs being awarded for work that was not done, I have seen officers boldly
lied to, and I have seen superiors lie and be caught in lies and yet never having

to answer for them. I have seen case officers locked into pedestrian pursuits for
the purpose of merely filling an open slot and I have seen the inadequacy of our so
called grievance system and the contempt and distrust employees have for the system.

4612 I don't really see any great change. I believe the individual being rated still is
at the mercy of his supervisor.

4612 The AWP sounds like a great idea, but apparently it doesn't apply to me at my
5 GS level. Why?

4612 I am also very strong against a board (made up of people who may not know me)
deciding whether or not I should get promoted. I think only my supervisor should
decide whether I get promoted or not.

I guess my real problem isn't with fintess reports but how they're reviewed by people
who don't know you.

4613 The biggest problem with this system and the previous system is inconsistant rating
5 criteria between raters. Because of this inconsistancy, promotion ranking panels
often use personal knowledge as a prime criteria.

4613 The system should not ever revert to one in which only these individuals with 6's
down the line will be promoted. If an individual is doing a good job, is qualified
and eligible then he should be promoted up to a certain level. (Maybe GS 13/14)
Above that level he should have to demonstrate specific qualities above and beyond
his normal duties in order to qualify for promotion to high level management
positions within the Agency.
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AWP's should be done away with. They serve no useful purpose when you have a large
group of people.

There is no doubt that the new PAR, AWP, and EOP forms are a honest Agency attempt
to correct a bad promotion system. As in most bureaucratic efforts the real result
is yet another paper blizzard.

"Seniority" is not a considered factor in our peformance appraisal system, I feel
that space should be provided to indicate whether an individual may have displayed
a strong performance over, perhaps, many years and that this should be given some
weight in the PAR.

Feel the AWP would be more useful as an in-office document to establish agreed upon
goals between supervisors and employees only.

Perhaps it is a mistake to tie the performance appraisal cycle so closely to the
promotion exercise, thereby making each PAR in effect a promotion recommendation.

If there must be a performance appraisal for operating officers, it should stress
qualities of judgment, persistence, integrity, dedication and maturity along with
real achievement. I believe it is a mistake, and dangerous for an intelligence
service to attempt to quantify achievement (i.e, for recruitment/intel reports).
This creates subtle and not so subtle pressures which promote dishonesty, encourage,
and reward careerism and ultimately corrupt the service.

The change from the FR to the PAR was a mistake. It represents bureaucratic over-
complication at its worst. It increases the mindless, purely mechanical burden
on the rater and the reviewer and contributes almost nothing to an improvement in
the substantive input.

My experience with the panel was that the LOI or AWP or whatever it is called
played virtually no role in the deliberations of the panel. It is fadish as one
more demonstration of participatory management - the supervisor and the employee
working together in tandem - but otherwise of little value.

The EOP section seems clearly to be one of those mechanical exercises which has
about as much impact on promotion panels as mention of cost effectiveness or EEO.
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on the other side of th®scale some employees are going be rated average or whatever.
If you continually rate an employee high you're going to have to promote him or give
him a QSI. By rating an employee average the supervisor is clearing himself of any
responsibility to the employee.

There are thirteen criteria which must be commented on if you are a supervisor at the
GS-12 level in addition to the nineteen criteria which are to be commented on as
appropriate. This is difficult to do in a one page narrative especially if out-
standing performance is to be commented on with adequate support.

I feel that there should be standards set for the entire Agency instead of each
directorate being separate.

What is needed is a system which will eliminate, or at least expose or compensate
for, the practice of one supervisor consistently marking higher or lower the people
under him than most other supervisors around him.

The new PAR forms are grotesque - a nuisance to fill out - gives the employee the
feeling he or she is nothing but a cipher in a computer somewhere.

I find the Advance Work Plan little if any use to me. The AWP cannot be easily
applied to positions demanding ''creativity'' where concepts involving "how much'' or
""how many'' are not applicable.

I prepared a detailed list of my duties which was never used by my supervisor who
sat on my AWP and PAR for months after he was reassigned.

I don't believe my PAR is fair or accurate in that when one supervisor is away,
(Operations Officer, GS-14), I, (a GS-7, Secretary) must fill in completely and
take care of his business while he is gone. I am totally responsible for getting
his cables out, traces done, replies to Liaison, holding meetings with his liaison
contacts, etc.

A new PAR package should be made that consists of the present PAR, and also a
preprinted copy of the EOP and AWP. I think with a complete package of all three

it would make it easier to get PAR's from supervisors. I often receive only the PAR
and then I have to go back and get an EOP and AWP.

The AWP is not written in advance, but is written the same day as the PAR, and is
merely a repeat of the duty section on the PAR. I have yet to see one AWP that
outlines priorities and goals - most read like a position description.
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